Australian governments of left and right persuasions have seemingly embraced elements of the neoliberal agenda, as in many other parts of the world; but exactly how deeply these have been enacted, and how transformative they have been, must be understood in relation to key colonial, geographical and cultural inheritances. These inheritances include the hegemony of central government stewardship of the economy (essential in a colonized, sparsely populated continent of almost unmanageable scale), a long tradition of social democratic regulation, and cultural expectations of socio-spatial equality. Neoliberal policy projects have been "muted" by on-going equality claims, and some progressive "wins" in the social democratic mould have been forthcoming, even while governments have espoused the ascendancy of the market. Nevertheless, neoliberal policy moves have been most starkly felt in worsening income inequalities -where the evidence is unambiguous of a direct threat to the Australian egalitarian ethos. 
Introduction
What sort of peculiar capitalist country is this, in which the workers' representatives, predominate… and yet the capitalist system is in no danger?... Australia is a young British colony. Capitalism in Australia is still quite youthful. The country is only just taking shape as an independent state. The workers are for the most part emigrants from Britain… Naturally, when Australia is finally developed and consolidated as an independent capitalist and refugee policy, the political culture remains for the most part, as it did a century ago, "altogether peaceful".
Nevertheless, class divisions do persist, Aboriginal communities remain severely disadvantaged, and racism is prevalent, along with other forms of oppression (Forrest and Dunn 2006; Hirst 2012) .
Although income inequality is not as extreme as in the United States, it has slowly but steadily risen, seemingly independently of which side of politics is in power nationally (Figure 1) . A profound tension therefore underpins the Australian experience. On the one hand, Australia has been an idealist social democratic experiment in the South Pacific: a suburban, beachside country with good public schools, fine weather and universal health care. It is where first majority labor government in the world was elected (in 1910) . For generations of Brits fleeing that country's deindustrializing North, and later for refugees from southern Europe, the Middle East and Vietnam, it became an idealized destination, a place to rebuild lives with working-class respectability and prosperity, amidst political stability. On the other hand, a specific mix of capitalist dynamics and colonial legacies lingers, intensifying inequalities. This combination structures Australia as a destination for investment and a source of global resource extraction, but also unsettles the conditions for continual accumulation, and motivates the state to continue its omnipresent role in managing economic affairs. The latest rounds of restructuring in Australia have amplified the intensity of its incorporation into global flows of resources, finance and capital -with resulting implications for the role of the state, for income and regional inequalities, and for the concentration of wealth and power.
In the piece I tease out this tension in relation to neoliberalism and the contemporary policy landscape. My overriding argument is that in Australia neoliberalism has not "replaced" or "displaced" existing political values. Rather it mutated with, and has been muted by, pre-existing social democratic values, as well as hegemonic governmentalities that characterize the ongoing colonial/capitalist project in Australia. Neoliberalism has intensified inequality, but not "lessened" the role of the state. We have seen other complexities too: "inversions" of class identities, politics and wages; but also the survival (and reinvigoration) of remnants of the Australian social democratic tradition. Australia like just about everywhere else has experimented with neoliberalism (see O'Neill and Weller, this issue) but exactly how, and how far-reaching its effects have been felt, is tempered by this nation's peculiar colonial, geographical and cultural inheritances. This paper is about those inheritances and how they play out as a broader terrain upon which economic policy experiments have been conducted.
At the outset it is worth stating that my concern is not with downplaying the real power of neoliberal thought and actors. Here, as elsewhere, injustice is rife and neoliberal economic and social policies have contributed significantly to this (cf. Stilwell and Jordan 2007) . Income inequalities in Australia remain high in no small part because of the influence of pro-market thinking on the management of redistributive arrangements (taxation, welfare benefits etc). Put short, neoliberal policies in Australia, as elsewhere, favour the wealthy and punish the poor. And alarmingly, market ideals are still presented by politicians and in the media as "neutral" and "inevitable", despite all the evidence to the contrary. The question is, however, whether as scholars we choose to focus only on the pervasiveness and destructiveness of neoliberalist policies, at the expense of finer-grained geographical analysis of whether, and how, neoliberalism has been transmuted or contested in varying cultural contexts (Gibson et al 2008; Peck and Theodore 2010) . If neoliberalism is itself to be countered, then it needs to be rendered a peculiar historical artifact, rather than a "natural" conclusion, and its genealogy situated in a broader contestation of ideas and alternatives.
What this paper is especially concerned with is to understand Australian neoliberalism amidst other legacies, and forms of governmental culture, which have endured throughout the neoliberal epoch.
In Australia there are vernacular forms of social democratic politics that are both far from obsolete, and worth discussing (for their progressive political potential, and for their limits and contradictions). But this is also a country where "nation-building" is not just a form of political rhetoric, but a literal process of building a national space-economy, the state apparatus stewarding development across a continent where the colonial project remains unfinished. This more complex picture of jostling ideologies and legacies helps explain how Australia comes to occupy its peculiar position: not quite as neoliberal as the United States or United Kingdom, not quite as interventionist as some northern European countries -and yet also made more complex by questions of remoteness and culture. While agents of neoliberalism might imagine (or strategically depict) geographical space as neutral, homogenous or flexible -something to be rolled out in universal fashion across the world -the truth is that geography is both unpredictable and sticky. Things often stubbornly stay the same in places, despite attempts to dismantle previous regimes (Massey 2005; Castree 2006 ). Australia exemplifies this, as new contradictions and inequalities overlay old ones, and as attempts at reform throughout different eras have jostled uneasily with this country's extant realities, and its population's ingrained beliefs, priorities and norms. This is not to say that the neoliberal agenda has been unintentional or incoherent (cf. Peet 2012), but rather to suggest that overt attempts to steer Australian policy regimes in favour of the wealthiest have had to jostle with competing beliefs and priorities. One part of a critical and constructive intellectual response to neoliberalism is thus to examine exactly how enduring alternatives to neoliberalism have been, within a broader conversation about the on-going purpose and role of the democratic state.
What follows is admittedly a rambling essay, in which I do not seek to present a singular or tight theoretical approach. My analysis is informed by my long-held concern with how the contradictions of capitalism are intertwined with on-going colonial legacies in the Australian context (Gibson 1999 ).
I am influenced by Lefebvre (1991) on the sense in which the Australian space-economy is continually produced: enabling territory to be viewed as dialectically bound through colonizing state actions, spatial practices, and perceptions (Kipfer et al 2013 Peck and Theodore 2007) . This literature also chimes with discussions of the path dependency of policy development and transfer (Peck and Theodore 2010) and the need for critical realist research to drill-down "all the way down" (Castree 2006:5) Pollard, et al 2009) . Within such a view, the policy landscape must be understood in terms of both continuing capitalist and colonial legacies, a combination producing Australia as territory, rather than as a pre-existing, bounded physical geographical space.
Great Southern Land?
The experience of modern capitalism on this continent began with European explorations during the Enlightenment (not discounting much older, earlier colonizations and trading routes established by indigenous peoples), and the subsequent onset of the industrial revolution. This was a time when 'the Pacific became something of a laboratory for the [European] testing of scientific methodologies' (Livingstone 2000: 246) . Even before they were fully traversed and mapped by Europeans, the Antipodes were considered an inversion of northern civility, nature and norms, a 'place of perversity' (Ryan 1996: 105) . The lure was an imagined great southern continent -terres australes -believed to span the globe beneath the continents of Africa, America and Asia. Conjecture was rife about the places and societies of the south, with stories of untold riches and potentially vital geopolitical strategic sites. Australia was remote, disconnected, savage -the archetypal product of the European Orientalist gaze. Captain James Cook's voyage of the 1760s and 1770s resulted in the surveying of Aotearoa (as New Zealand was known to Māori) and mapping of Fiji and the New Hebrides (Vanuatu); the naming of New Caledonia and the claiming of New Holland (as Australia was then known). Native inhabitants were variously described as "degraded" or "savages", occupying a place 'at the edge of humanity' (Anderson 2007) .
The story of Australia as the penal dumping ground for Britain's criminal underclass is well told (see Hughes 1987) . What matters more for discussions here is how this convict nation metamorphosed into a peculiar colonial/capitalist state project, as Britain consolidated its role in the Pacific in the mid-1800s. Never actually a mere penal settlement, Australia became an important geopolitical site, a contributor of raw materials to a newly industrializing Britain (and exploiting convict labour, rather than slaves), and an attractive destination for poor British workers escaping that country's repeated economic collapses and endemic class structure. It was a bold experiment in building a new British continental dominion in the wake of the independence of the United States. Sydney was its chief port and a key link in enclosing Britain's nascent global trading routes. It was, as renowned Australian novelist David Malouf (2003:32) has put it, "the most ambitious, but also, in the event, the most successful colonising venture ever undertaken by a European power".
The textile mills, heavy industry and shipbuilding yards of rapidly growing northern English towns all required vast quantities of inputs, transported from Australia and elsewhere. Pastoral and mining activities were expanded (or more accurately, were allowed to expand in a largely unregulated and invariably damaging manner as far as indigenous peoples were concerned), and Britain poured people and capital into the building of capital cities, ports and railways. The Westminster system of government was replicated, populations grew and cities were built through strong central (colonial) investment. A new form of imposed industrial capitalism, interwoven with central (and transcontinental) colonial government, delivered the fruits of Antipodean colonialism long-promised as part of the myth of Terra Australis. Accompanying this was the persistence of a more deeply exploitative racist undercurrent. Indigenous peoples continued to be denigrated, presumed to be sub-human, less advanced, or in the process of becoming extinct, and thus their sovereign rights were downplayed or ignored as the regulatory mechanisms of accumulation -land use and property ownership systems, labor laws, citizenship -were orchestrated, imposed and enforced in very specific ways (and not without complexities and contradictions -cf. Mitchell 2008) . Widespread dispossession of Aboriginal people accompanied the re-imagining of Terra Australis as productive supplier of raw materials for the colonial center -conceiving space as "an empty, malleable grid to be improved" (Kipfer et al 2013:122) Above all was the loitering anxiety to transform a remote, sparsely-populated colony into a civilized industrial nation-state with continental permanence.
This was perhaps no better epitomized than in the Snowy Mountains scheme, the grandest engineering scheme on this continent to date (McHugh 1989) . It turned the nation's highest mountain range and its most significant river system into one gigantic industrial agricultural and energy generation complex, with sixteen major dams, seven power stations, and hundreds of kilometers of tunnels, pipelines and aqueducts. Its construction fuelled new construction and intensive agricultural industries (rice, cotton, citrus), and would require fundamental changes in immigration policies, opening up the previously steadfastly "White Australia" to new arrivals from southern Europe, for the simple need of their physical labor. The Snowy Mountains scheme is to this day still seen as iconic, a defining point in Australian history, and an important symbol of independence, modernity, multicultural comradeship, and resourcefulness. It "quietly and unobtrusively gave established Australians the opportunity to see firsthand for themselves how, in an isolated setting, foreign workers could be seen to be working and building together" (Griffin 2003:45) .
As in nearby New Zealand (Peet 2012), centralization of the economy was pivotal to post-war development, and the welfare state gradually expanded. Universal health care and free tertiary education followed in the 1970s. Successive immigration policies following World War II had explicit links to developmental objectives: first to provide labour for the (state-underwritten) steel, textiles, energy and manufacturing industries; later to poach the best brains for information technology, finance and telecommunications sectors; and most recently to work on temporary visas in often lowpaid, seasonal and sometimes hazardous industries such as mining, fruit-picking and tourism (Hugo 2002; Khoo et al 2003) . Strong subsidies and promises of guaranteed work and housing made moving to Australia virtually cost-free (epitomized by the "ten pound pom" scheme) and were aided by the prospects of low crime, public safety, warm weather and a high standard of living for the working classes. Australia offered "an enlightenment sense of moderation… a transplanted form of England itself" (Craven 2003: iii-iv) , only with better weather and beaches. Although Britain retreated from her commitments to Australia, its influence would persist in a population of workingclass immigrants, a political culture of moderated social democracy, and a form of government/colonial state entanglement in the management of industrial development.
Antipodean particularities
The distinctiveness of some local political institutions and structures cannot be underestimated. Colonial and capitalist imperatives also combined to produce a distinctively Australian governmental policy directive towards regional socio-spatial equality. The pursuit of socio-spatial equality has been a perennial feature of Australia's history as a federated political entity, necessary for the security of government across the continent (Dufty, 2008) . Originally a collection of previously independent colonies, Australia enshrined fiscal equalization responsibilities in its 1901 constitution. This was a necessary structural compromise: to prevent revolt of the states against federal monopoly over taxation, redistribution had to be enshrined constitutionally. Fiscal equalization compelled federal governments (who raised taxes) to distribute funding to the original colonial states (who provided the bulk of services) in a differential manner depending on a range of factors that influenced the states' ability to provide services equitably. Without this arrangement the previously independent Australian colonies might never had agreed to federate. Formal mechanisms of spatial redistribution were, in other words, central and necessary for the embryonic task of nation-building.
This legacy remains in the contemporary structure of federal-to-state finance, interpreted as a broader commitment to equality of service provision across Australia's vast geographical space.
Geographically-large states and those with higher numbers of highly-disadvantaged social groups Howard Liberal government (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) . Neoliberal policy shifts were associated with the rise of global trade, the promotion of market based regulatory mechanisms, the ascendancy of individualism, and broad structural changes in the world economy that followed the post war boom in the 1970s. As one might expect, the application of neoliberal governmentalities by Australian governments was manifest in policies and public sector changes that emphasized economic efficiency, privatization and budget surpluses in service of favorable ratings with international debt agencies: 'Increasingly, Commonwealth, State and local governments opted for market-led solutions in deciding how to best allocate and deliver the limited resources available for public services and infrastructure' (Tonts, 2000, p. 61) . Structural reforms were introduced across a range of state and federal government activities, from banking and financial regulation to health, welfare provision, employment schemes and the telecommunications sector. The national bank, airline and telecommunications company were all successively privatized, as were some (but not all) metropolitan and national railways and prisons. Some forms of state and local service provision were outsourced (aged care, garbage collection, unemployment services) and others severely constrained in funding. Other moves were less strictly neoliberal -in the sense of being pinned to the rhetoric of market efficiency -and were more blatant attempts by conservative politicians to simply stack redistribution in favor of the rich, such as when the Howard Government increased alreadygenerous subsidies for elite private schools.
At the outset, as O'Neill and Argent (2005) powerful re-scalings to both global and local levels over the past three decades, there is no evidence of a diminished role for the nation State". While neoliberalism assumes the ascendancy of market forces, the pivotal role of the colonial/capitalist state in securing accumulation and managing redistribution, both socially and spatially, remains. In a country like Australia -remote, sparsely populated, with challenging climate, poor soils and unreliable rainfall -the nation is never wholly stable or "natural", but rather is continually reproduced, and validated by the actions of government and the intertwining of ideologies, policies, legal and administrative structures (Lefebvre 1991) . In this regard, nothing has changed with the coming of neoliberalism. Proponents of neoliberalism have more accurately sought to alter the underlying principles and values upon which the conditions of accumulation and redistribution are set.
For example, neoliberal governmental strategies introduced in the 1990s still sought to address
Australia's problems of distance and enormous space. It was the manner in which they attempted this that shifted: governments progressively sought to remove spatial impediments in different ways-by presuming or aspiring to forms of aspatiality, in contrast to fiscal equalization principles.
That is, they sought to: (a) annihilate the economic and political costs of space (for example through promoting hypermobility of people, goods, infrastructures and services); (b) homogenize space (for example, re-imagining internally differentiated polities as spatially uniform 'markets'); (c) supersede space (for example, by dismantling national regulatory mechanisms and encouraging international trade); or (d) re-arrange space, downplaying the importance of local specificity, by for example generating cost efficiencies through closure of regional government offices and centralizing tasks (Dufty 2008; Gibson et al 2008; Weller 2009 ). Neoliberal strategies were put forward as broad, overarching policy instruments-technologies of a particular governmental rationality depicted as occurring at the supra-metropolitan or national scale, often replacing state-sponsored decentralization, regional development and place-based interventionist efforts (Beer et al., 2005) .
Diverse regions whose citizens had specific, and uneven social needs were re-imagined as markets populated by consumers-"rational" economic actors seeking similar products from service providers, guided by principles of competition, choice and perfect knowledge (Larner, 1997; Dufty, 2008) . In Australia, governments with new neoliberal objectives thus sought to reconstruct geographical scales and reinvent jurisdictional spaces -though they did so while keeping intact the hegemony of the state apparatus over the stewardship of economic management. It was still a continent that needed to be peopled, educated and employed, its profound spatial challenges confronted and conquered -but now through recourse to a different set of principles.
Another illustration is how both ALP and Liberal governments have since the 1980s played a key role in creating advantageous conditions for accumulation, promoting especially the expansion of mining -regulating and encouraging exploration and extraction, and directing new large scale infrastructure (ports, railways) towards mining exports. For all its contemporary cultural diversity, high levels of literacy and technological savvy, Australia is still in many ways a resource periphery nation-state (cf.
Challies and Murray 2008), caught in a continual process of colonizing and exploiting raw space, securing resources for profit.
The point is, however, that a comparatively strong state is required to make this possible, just as it was in the inter-war period when government sought to populate the interior, secure new vast irrigated farmland or water resources. As O'Neill (2004:257) argued, the state plays "an indispensable role in the creation, governance, and conduct of markets." The federal government has maintained its strong role, omnipotent since colonization, in shaping economic development priorities, either directly, or indirectly, through ostensibly "independent" and "rational" institutions informed by a certain kind of equality claim about pay, conditions and treatment of workers -a projection, in both social and spatial terms, of the "equality normative" (Davidson, forthcoming) .
Since the Your Rights at Work election win, both the Rudd and succeeding Gillard ALP governments have dabbled with neoliberal experiments. They maintained the rhetoric of market principles and sought to present themselves as competent economic managers (through for instance, pledging to return federal budgets to surplus). The ALP has also gradually adopted the conservatives' awful policies on refugees, appealing to right-wing radio talkback commentators and xenophobic elements in Australian culture. Other social justice agendas aimed at progressive redistribution have nevertheless succeeded: a new corporate tax on mining super-profits, fuelled by anger towards 'fat cat' corporate executives of mining corporations (some of whom are among the world' richest people -see for example, a prominent essay by the Deputy Prime Minister, Wayne Swan (2012), tapping into this "threat" to the "Australian egalitarian social contract"); the introduction of a carbon tax on greenhouse gas emissions; a significant nationwide increase in pay for carers, social and community sector workers; and belated funding of both nationwide universal dental health care and a national disability insurance scheme.
All this is not to say that the specter of neoliberalism has faded, nor that struggles and antagonisms are not necessary. Far from it. The political battle within both sides of Australian politics remains one of pro-market/pro-capital reforms versus lingering social democratic and colonial governmental rationalities. What neoliberalism has unambiguously done is -albeit gradually -made income inequality worse. The share of all wealth earned by the highest income earners rose steadily under both ALP and Liberal governments in the 1980s and 1990s, to levels not seen since the 1950s ( Figure 2 ). 1 The question is whether in time such inequalities worsen to the point where amplified class antagonisms shatter the "altogether peaceful" state of Australian politics, ushering in another mode of contestation (Saunders and Wong 2013) . If so, the persistence of Australian social democratic values even amidst the worst of neoliberalism suggests that seemingly "old" arguments about class, equality and fairness might be more enduring than some would give credit.
Conclusions
What can we make of the Australian case, in a comparative analysis of neoliberalism and its 
